The opinion in support of the decision being entered today 
was not written for publication and is not binding precedent 
of the Board. 
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DECISION ON APPEAL 

This is an appeal from the final rejection of claims 1 
through 8 and 14 through 19. 

The disclosed invention relates to a method and system for 
storing a table of entries identifying different packet flows, 
and for associating a received packet with one of the packet 
entries in the table. 
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Claim 1 is illustrative of the claimed invention, and it 

reads as follows: 

1. A method for use with a computer system, comprising: 

storing a table in a memory of a peripheral, the table 
including entries identifying different packet flows; 

receiving a packet; and 

using the table to associate the packet with one of the 
packet flows. 

The references relied on by the examiner are: 

Radogna et al . (Radogna) 5,991,299 Nov. 23, 1999 

(filed Sept. 11, 1997) 

Jackowski et al . (Jackowski) 6,141,686 Oct. 31, 2000 

(filed June 23, 1998) 

Law et al . (Law) 6,330,602 Dec. 11, 2001 

(filed Nov. 7, 1997) 

Claims 1, 3 through 8, 14, 15 and 17 through 19 stand 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Jackowski in view of Law. 

Claims 2 and 16 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Jackowski in view of Law and Radogna. 

Reference is made to the briefs and the answer for the 
respective positions of the appellant and the examiner. 
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OPINION 

We have carefully considered the entire record before us, 
and we will reverse the obviousness rejection of claims 1 through 
8 and 14 through 19. 

Jackowski discloses (column 11, lines 30 through 65) that 
Mf]lows are sequences of data packets sent or received between 
two endpoints," and that packet flows are stored in tables 95 and 
96. The examiner acknowledges (answer, page 3) that "Jackowski 
does not explicitly teach the step of storing a table in a memory 
of a peripheral." According to the examiner (answer, page 3), 
"Law teaches . . . storing a table in a memory of a peripheral 
(figures 4-5, col. 5 lines 19-col. 6 lines 24). " Based upon the 
purported teachings of Law, the examiner concludes (answer, page 
3) that: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the Data Processing art at the time of the invention 
was made that Jackowski suggests the process of storing 
a table in a memory to modify the process of storing a 
table in a memory of a peripheral by Law. One of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
modify Jackowski in view of Law because it would make 
the data loading faster and increase performance of 
client and server. 

Appellant argues inter alia (brief, page 22) that "[t]he 
Examiner fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for 
independent claim 1 for at least the reason that the Examiner 
fails to provide any support for the alleged suggestion or 
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motivation to modify Jackowski so that the table of Jackowski is 
stored in a memory of a peripheral . " 

We agree with appellant's argument. Nothing in the record 
supports the examiner's conclusions of obviousness. The mere 
speculation of the examiner as to the benefits 1 as well as the 
disadvantages of the applied prior art can not serve as the basis 
of a finding of obviousness. Stated differently, only the 
objective teachings of the prior art or knowledge generally 
available to one of ordinary skill in the art can be used by the 
examiner in an obviousness determination. See In re Lee , 277 
F.3d 1338, 1344, 61 USPQ2d 1430, 1434 (Fed. Cir. 2002). 

In summary, the obviousness rejection of claims 1, 3 through 
8, 14, 15 and 17 through 19 is reversed for lack of a prima facie 
case of obviousness. 

The obviousness rejection of claims 2 and 16 is reversed 
because the teachings of Radogna do not cure the noted 
shortcoming in the teachings of Jackowski and Law. 



1 The examiner's alleged advantage of making "data loading 
faster" would be defeated by moving the stored tables from an 
integral memory to a peripheral memory. 
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DECISION 

The decision of the examiner rejecting claims 1 through 8 
and 14 through 19 under 35 U.S. C. § 103(a) is reversed. 

REVERSED 
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